The topic of legalizing prostitution is being discussed in the mainstream more often than 
ever these days. Somebody needs to examine all the relevant issues around this legalizing 
prostitution debate. Gizmo Cat is the man for the job because, let’s face it, I have always 
talked about some strange and taboo stuff right? 

Personally, I think there are two options which are fair to women, fair to men, fair to 
society, and morally consistent. They are either, number one, to keep it illegal or, number 
two, to decriminalize it while ensuring that government is not involved in facilitating it in 
any way. The third option of government-run brothels which are managed, policed, and 
operated by employees of the government’s Department of Whores is not the way we 
should handle this in our society. It might make a quick, easy legal fix to eliminate certain 
problems in the short term, but philosophically speaking, in terms of universal morality, 
fairness/empathy to all, moral consistency, and a concern for society’s future, this third 
option falls short in many ways. If we chose the decriminalization option, then prostitutes 
would be free to try to find clients whatever way they could but would also have to arrange 
for and facilitate methods of receiving payment from clients without government 
involvement. The feminist might argue at this point that a female prostitute might run into 
problems obtaining payments from clients for sexual services given out. This is why 
prostitutes are involved with male pimps today. The male pimps ensure that the clients do 
indeed pay what they owe the prostitutes for the sexual activity. In this way, a man also 
takes his share of profit from the exploitation of the male sex drive and of male sexual 
needs. This seems a little fairer, philosophically speaking. If prostitution is decriminalized, 
then a prostitute who is being physically assaulted by her pimp and/or forced to work at 
times when she doesn’t wan I to and/or forced to serve clients that she does not want to, 
could go to the police for help without getting in trouble with the law herself for the actual 
prostitution. But if a customer ran off without paying her or if he forcibly took his money 
back from her after the sex was over, then she would either have to pull a gun on him or 
rely on another man (similar to a pimp) to physically force the customer to pay. That is a 
risk involved with prostitution and perhaps it should be. After all, the customer is 
interacting with the prostitute as if they are both just animals, and she is objectifying him 
like he is a walking wallet to exploit money from as well as behaving like an animal in heat 
herself, so why should we expect everything to be all civil, polite, trusting and sweet during 
these transactions? 

Consider that the same progressive Marxists pushing for legalized prostitution are usually 
quite sympathetic to the financially downtrodden who are allegedly underprivileged and 
disadvantaged and exploited by the system. So they should feel the same way about the 
sexual exploitation which occurs within the sexual system due to the nature and reality of a 
sexual system involving two unequally privileged genders. Setting up prostitution, instead, 
with the government taking care of all the other aspects of the sex business for the hooker 
leaving her to only have to lie on a bed and fuck a man is not really fair to men nor society 
as a whole. Women are already on the advantageous side of the supply and demand aspect 


1 



of sex and this gives them special advantages and opportunities to benefit which men do 
not have. So since the governments of the western world are obsessed with forcing equality 
of outcome for the genders and the races in an almost communist style of thinking, it 
would be quite morally inconsistent to further magnify an already existing advantage and to 
remove all need of male involvement. Government facilities which have no other purpose 
other than to extract profit from one comrade (a man) and then give it to another comrade 
(a woman), should be attacked by the Marxist/communist progressives who want to legalize 
prostitution. But, state endorsed SEXUAL capitalism would, strangely, be fine in the minds 
of these hypocrites who usually scream for equality while condemning exploitation. In a 
nutshell, many who are pushing for the legalization of prostitution simply do not care about 
male suffering, male happiness, male mental health, nor about the overall fairness and 
moral consistency of society. 

Please keep in mind as you read this that I am NOT trying to legalize rape. So calm down. 
This is mostly a philosophical discussion and there is absolutely no desire on my part to 
see more women raped. However, prostitution involves exchanging consent for money so it 
has to be mentioned. So let’s begin. 

Let's imagine that a man was getting a massage from a female masseuse at a massage parlor 
and then he snuck out after the massage without paying, or that he paid with counterfeit 
money, or that his check bounced. If the police caught him he would have to pay back 
what he owed the masseuse but, since the massage costs less than 100 dollars, he would 
only be charged with petty theft and not grand theft. Grand theft is live thousand dollars or 
more in my country. Now take it to the next step. Imagine that it is a massage parlor 
where you can pay extra for the 'happy ending' massage. I refer to the massage that ends 
with a hand job. This is legal in many cities and, even in places where it is technically illegal, 
the law against it is not strictly enforced and the activities of many massage parlors are not 
strictly monitored by law enforcement personnel. If the man who received the hand job 
stole that sexual pleasure from the masseuse and snuck out without paying, did he sexually 
assault her or rape her? Should he be charged with petty theft if the happy endings were 
legal, or should he go to jail for assault? Let's continue a step further and let's look at 
prostitution, which is legal in some places already in the western world and will soon be 
legal in most I would predict. If the client ran off without paying a prostitute after they had 
intercourse, should he be charged with rape or with petty theft? Obviously the answer is 
petty theft. So really step back and look at it and you will see that, philosophically speaking, 
if somebody raped a prostitute while she was not open for business, it would really be no 
different from somebody breaking into a store while it was not open for business and 
stealing a couple hundred dollars’ worth of merchandise. Seriously, I do understand the 
thoughts going through a woman's mind when she thinks about having sex with somebody 
whom she is not at all attracted to sexually. She must say to herself, "Ewww gross, it is not 
going to be enjoyable nor easy to have that ugly, dirty old man stick his penis in me." 
However, I have a question at this point. How can the mere presence of the words 
"transaction declined" above the credit card reader slot magically change sex from being 
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non-enjoyable and mildly unpleasant, like say receiving a Brazilian bikini wax or washing 
dirty toilets without rubber gloves, into something extremely painful, life-ruining, traumatic, 
or terrifying? She was able to comfortably allow a penis entry into her vagina two minutes 
earlier when it was assumed 200 dollars or more entered with it, but now that the credit 
card is declined and the man still fucks her anyway, that very same penis now somehow 
becomes painful and causes much life-altering trauma! 

Perhaps your answer to all of this logic is still that a man simply cannot understand the 
helpless feeling of being raped, regardless of whether or not it is a prostitute being raped. 
Perhaps you still insist that sex is something very different from ALL other human 
interactions and that it must, therefore, be placed in a special, different category which 
demands special treatment. If so, then perhaps we should not drag this sacred procreative 
act down to the level of simple commerce, equal to purchasing a computer monitor. Right? 
So, let's keep prostitution illegal then. Or at least keep the government out of it altogether if 
it is decriminalized. These are the main points of my discussion here anyway, as opposed 
to trying to legalize rape or anything like that. I merely want society to learn these truths so 
that they can shame prostitutes the way we used to shame adulterers instead of allowing 
them to feel like heroes for all other women around the world when they lock another man 
in a cage for losing self-control. Regardless of what legal action a raped prostitute should be 
able to take, in some cases and circumstances Karma, universal morality, God, and souls 
like mine in the afterlife, will judge them harshly for their immorality and selfish sexual 
behavior. I don't want them to be able to enjoy a clear conscience nor the resulting ‘good 
night's sleep’, which comes from having a clear conscience. I have an entire separate 
discussion which you can read and which I will link to at the end of this discussion. It gets 
very deep into the philosophical implications of how society looks at rape in our modern 
society and it explores the possibility that in some cases some of the blame for the rape 
might indeed fall on the woman and she may be as evil as the rapist in some cases. Again, 

I am speaking in terms of the eternal morality of the universe and in terms of the 
philosophical and Karmic aspect of rape, not with the legal aspects. I explain the 
difference quite well, I believe, in that other discussion. 

Prostitution is a betrayal of the human species as well. Progressives love to talk about this 
socialist/communist utopia where the evil rich white man is removed from power. Yet they 
cannot see how much the old patriarchy in the past had protected the act of procreation 
and protected mothers with children. Women were traditionally placed on a pedestal, 
sometimes treated in a less harsh manner, and often given many special protections and 
exemptions solely because they could grow a child inside of them. We all are here 
breathing air today because of a social contract where, unlike uncivilized animals, our 
ancestors kept the procreative act sacred and the results of it protected. People who now 
want prostitution to become legal are fine with women selfishly using their sex appeal, and 
the male desire to procreate, as a way to obtain cold hard cash and to exploit the sex drive 
of a man in order to take his hard earned money from him. These people want us to treat 
the sacred act which creates more members of our society as, instead, a regular job called 
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‘sex work’ for which they can log hours for unemployment benefits and pension 
deductions. This is madness belonging only in clown world! 


Next, let’s look at some other problems and inconsistencies which might arise if we did 
make prostitution legal and then treated it like any other government job. You often hear 
feminists complaining that toxic masculinity and the patriarchy cause men to bring sexually 
charged language into the workplace where it does not belong. They also complain that 
men bring porn to work or have posters of scantily clad, erotically dressed women or even 
naked women at their workplaces for them and their male co-workers to look at. If a man 
makes a comment about a female co-worker’s erotic body part, even if that body part is 
purposely being advertised and displayed by the female’s choice of clothing, then he is 
accused of ‘sexualizing’ the workplace. So the message from feminists seems to be that the 
workplace is a place where sexuality does not belong because sexuality is special, sacred, 
private, personal, off limits, and too offensive and crude to be mixed with the everyday 
workplace activities which are undertaken to earn a living. If any man breaks this protocol 
then the result is a trip to human resources to discuss possible sexual harassment 
punishment. But suddenly, feminists who support legalized government-controlled 
brothels, now say it is okay to create a workplace that is entirely a place of sex and sexuality. 
A woman’s actual job could literally totally be to be sexual for money, if prostitution is 
legalized! Does anybody else see this as inconsistent and hypocritical? 

If you are running a company today and a potential employee comes to you for a job 
interview and if you ask her to take off her shirt and bras so that you can see her tits, then 
you get into big trouble because you sexualized the interview and sexually harassed that girl. 
But if you are running a breast-fetish-themed prostitution company, then you should be 
able to make this request of the female interviewee because it could affect how much 
money she can make for you. If you told any female co-worker in any job that she was very 
sexy and you then explained to her that this is why you were also asking her about how 
much time it took her on average to make her husband climax when she fucked him, then 
that would be considered sexual harassment. But if you are a male prostitute or a lesbian 
prostitute and you are talking to your prostitute co-worker in the brothel change room or 
lunchroom/breakroom, can you then ask them questions about how long it takes for their 
clients to climax on average? Can you then say to her that, with the sexy legs and perfect set 
of tits which she has, she would make you climax much faster than her average clients 
climax and that she must be, therefore, moving the wrong way or performing some sex act 
improperly? Can you ask to fuck her after work and offer her your phone number and 
nude pictures of yourself or videos of you performing sex acts for money as a way to 
convince her to fuck you? If this is not okay, then why not? Are you thinking that you 
might be exposing the delicate ears of this prostitute to sexually charged language before 
she ends her lunch break to go swallow another penis? 

Let’s imagine that some woman does drafting work full time, but also has a part time job at 
a gas station. Imagine if one of her co-workers at the gas station says to her, “Hey, I heard 
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you were also a drafter. Would you like to earn a little extra cash in your spare time by 
drawing up some house plans for the new house I wish to build?” There is nothing wrong 
with this question since the woman can say, yes or no, right? But what if a woman does part 
time prostitution work while she also works part time at a restaurant? Can a male co¬ 
worker at the restaurant ask her if she would like to earn a little extra cash in her spare time 
by giving him a hand job on Friday nights? It is merely mentioning her other job skills just 
like in the scenario with the drafter at the gas station, so why would this be wrong if 
prostitution is legal? Imagine if the male co-worker at the restaurant says, “I noticed 
through the spray-painted on, super tight, ultra-thin leggings which you wear to show off 
your ass on purpose, that you have a very sexy ass. I know a wealthy man who is lonely and 
he told me that he loves a nice ass and that he is really into girls with red hair and freckles 
like yourself. Therefore, I bet that you could make a lot of money if you let this man fuck 
you from behind.” Is this okay to say if prostitution is legalized? The male co-worker was 
merely discussing a valid work opportunity at another workplace and feminists and 
degenerates want to stop calling it, “prostitution”, and want to label it as, “sex work”, 
instead don’t they? But all the hypocrite feminists would still want the male co-worker 
charged with sexual harassment for ‘sexually objectifying and harassing’ this vulnerable, 
innocent restaurant worker. 

Then there is the fact that women already enjoy making more money per hour than men 
do when stripping, modeling, filming porn, or giving non-sexual massages and all because 
of their sex appeal. Prostitution would be yet another high paying job that women can 
make more money than men can while doing. But I predict that all of the feminists who 
are pushing for equal pay for equal work and who are now screaming about the ‘gender 
wage gap’, will be completely silent when women out earn men in the ‘sex work’ industry. 

In order to ensure equality and fairness, the feminists would have to make sure that there 
are just as many high paid, call boys, as there are, call girls, right? We all know that would 
never happen. 

Then there are issues involving the business mantra of, ‘the customer is always right’. 
Imagine that a customer comes back to a brothel and complains that he discovered that the 
prostitute whom he spent 400 dollars on last night did not disclose to him that her breasts 
were fake nor that she had buttock implants. Imagine that he, therefore, wants a refund. 
Imagine if a prostitute promises you that she will not climax before you do because you 
don’t like the noise and distraction of her climaxing and it would ruin your orgasm. What if 
you are a client who happens to turn her on for some reason and she does, therefore, 
climax loudly just as you are getting ready to climax? Can you then ask for a discount? 

Most of the support for the legalization of prostitution has historically come from the left 
and from those on the left who support, socialism, communism, cultural Marxism, anti¬ 
white racial politics, and anti-male politics. They support things like a basic income for 
everybody and a higher minimum wage, etc. They talk all the time about how there are 
more blacks in jail per capita than whites, and that this is because white people are more 
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privileged than blacks. They claim blacks with poor family backgrounds who grow up with 
poverty all around them in poor neighborhoods are more likely to commit crimes as so on. 
They would probably want crimes like petty theft to be punished less severely. But they are 
the same people who also would want to throw a black man in jail for live years solely 
because that black man lost his job because of white people, fell into financial difficulty, 
had his credit card declined, and also did not have two or three hundred dollars cash on 
him. Yes, if this is the situation in which a black man found himself in when he became 
extremely sexually aroused while alone with a white prostitute, then this poor, financially 
disadvantaged, under privileged black man must go to prison even though he technically 
only committed petty theft by stealing sex from the prostitute. Can you see the moral 
hypocrisy here? 

Remember the Christian cake bakery in the United States that was made famous because 
they refused to bake a cake with a gay wedding theme? Remember the millions of 
progressives supporting the gay couple who tried to sue them in court for this? Have you 
heard about the trans-woman, who was born a man, who was trying to sue Brazilian bikini 
wax providers in Canada for refusing to wax his male genitalia area in the same manner as 
they would the private female areas? So, if a prostitute refuses to fuck a customer of the 
same sex, will that be considered homophobic once sex work becomes legal? What about 
if they won't fuck extremely fat men? Would that then be discrimination against fat people? 
What about if they will not fuck extremely short, bald men for whom they cannot get moist 
nor sexually aroused? What about an extremely old client in a wheel chair? Is it ageism if 
she refuses to fuck him? Or is it discriminating against those with disabilities? 

If you buy a defective product at a department store like a piece of exercise equipment and 
you get injured because of the defect, then you get compensated usually or you can sue the 
store. It’s the same thing if you buy a car that malfunctions and seriously injures you. But 
what if you are a prostitute’s customer and she gets very rough when she is climaxing? 

What if she reinjures your back or hip because of the unexpected climax and its associated 
roughness? Can you then sue her for injuries like you can with other legitimate work such 
as a massage therapist, physiotherapist, dentist, martial arts instructor, or other hands on, 
physical contact jobs? 

Imagine if a married couple both signed a ‘no adultery’ prenuptial contract. The contract 
states that, if a partner commits adultery, then no alimony has to be paid out by the other 
partner in the event of a divorce. But what if the wife is a freelance prostitute instead of one 
who works fulltime with a prostitute company or with the government’s Department of 
Whores? Let’s imagine that she fucked some rich alpha male and, in spite of her also 
enjoying herself thoroughly with many orgasms, he bought her an expensive meal at a fancy 
five-star restaurant, took her for a free round of golf, took her to a massage parlor for a free 
rub down, and bought her some expensive lingerie as payment for the sex. Did she 
commit adultery and is she, therefore, not eligible for alimony? Or was she merely 
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exercising her right to earn money in a legitimate trade known as ‘sex work’? See how crazy 
shit can get with ‘sex work’ legalized? 

Let’s imagine that some construction workers are building an apartment building and one 
of the workers secretly records the work of another worker with a hidden watch camera 
and uploads the video online. The worker who recorded it might get a slap on the wrist or 
fired from his job at worst. But no fines nor jail time. 

Or let’s imagine that a contractor is building you a new set of stairs in your own house and 
that you secretly record him and upload his work online. Again, there could be 
consequences, but I doubt they would be severe unless you also said negative things about 
the contractors work and used the video to shame him or to cause him to lose business. 

But just merely putting it online with no commentary would not lead to much punishment 
I would guess. 

But what if you worked at a brothel and hid a camera so as to record one of your co¬ 
workers while she performed oral sex on a client and then you uploaded it to the internet? 
You would be severely fined, put on probation, or perhaps even jailed. What would 
happen if you hired a prostitute and secretly recorded her giving you a hand job back at 
your house and then uploaded it online? I would guess that you would receive much more 
severe punishment than for recording the contractor in your home. But why? You are still 
just recording somebody’s legitimate work, somebody earning a living right? But you know 
that the feminists would still demand special treatment for this ‘special’ kind of work. They 
would want to have their cake and eat it too. 

If a prostitute climaxes longer, more times, harder, and better than you do with your one 
short live second semen squirt, then should she have to pay you for your services? Equal 
pay for equal work right? 

What about Occupational Health and Safety concerns? Does the brothel owner or the 
government’s Department of Whores provide condoms, lubrication, and STD tests like 
the way other employers provide personal protective equipment? 

I was listening to the CBC's national radio broadcast on the way home recently and two 
people were discussing what should and should not be done regarding sexual activity 
during the covid-19 pandemic. They may have both been gay, I am not sure, but at least 
one of them stated that he was homosexual. The homosexual man was telling listeners that 
it is not safe to have sex with multiple partners right now because that can spread the covid 
virus. He continued by saying that people need to pick one sexual partner for the duration 
of the pandemic, even if they regularly have several. He said that, if you still live alone or 
home with your parents but not with that one chosen sex partner, then you should move 
into the same house or apartment with that partner so as not to infect others. But then he 
said something really interesting. He was in his fifties and so he said that this covid-19 
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epidemic reminded him of the panic surrounding AIDS when AIDS first arrived on the 
scene. He said that everybody back then was very afraid of sexual contact because it was the 
way that AIDS spread from person to person. Next, he added that many of the 
homosexuals back then still decided to risk their lives in order to have sex with random 
partners regardless. Amazingly, the reason he gave for this was that they needed to act this 
way because it was important to their mental health. Stop right there! When it is gay 
people needing sexual release then it hurts their mental health to deny that release, but 
when a straight male ends up being a 28 year-old virgin, then he is shamed and mocked 
and called an ‘incel’ by the same people promoting the need for homosexual sexual 
release. This is very interesting because, whenever I have mentioned to feminists the fact 
that porn stars, strippers, and prostitutes are taking advantage of men’s sexual needs and 
using the straight male’s libido to exploit their hard earned money from them, the feminists 
have responded by reminding me that men won’t die without sex and so sex is not a need. 
Yet even the newspaper advice column writers similar to ‘Dear Abby’ often refer to the 
wife’s desire for good sex within a marriage as a “sexual need”. So it seems like straight 
men’s sexual wants/needs are unimportant to society while gay men’s and all women’s 
sexual desires are considered to be mental health needs. This fact is interesting to explore 
in terms of its relation to prostitution and the push to legalize it. If sexual desires are mental 
health needs then legalizing prostitution would mean that women would be legally profiting 
by exploiting the sexual needs of straight men. It is already legal to sell sex but not to 
purchase it. So in the case of other addictions like drug abuse, the state uses the law and the 
police force to attack the drug supplier or dealer more than they do the drug user or the 
addict. It is treated the same way by the law when somebody is selling alcohol or tobacco 
on the black market. The seller is punished more than the buyer. But, of course, the state 
has traditionally provided a special exemption for female prostitutes and has more 
aggressively hunted down and punished the men who purchase the sex instead of the seller. 

If we make prostitution completely legal then, while men who try to illegally get out of a 
desperate or depressing situation continue to be punished with jail time, society will be 
rewarding women who do the same. Let me elaborate. When people walk down the street 
in a city and see a prostitute who has drug needle marks all over her arms, who is strung 
out, high, dirty, and malnourished, then people say, “Look at that poor woman who has 
been neglected and let down by our system. She has been exploited by our male 
dominated culture and her life is a mess.” My response to this is, “At least she is not locked 
in a cage like a hamster or a bird and suffering in jail with fears of being raped in the anus.” 
For every strung out prostitute that you see on the street, there is a man locked in a jail cell 
somewhere for trying to get out of HIS desperate or depressing financial situation through 
means other than legal means. Legal means include hard work, obtaining higher education, 
or using entrepreneurial business creativity. You often see Facebook posts, tweets, and 
even government officials feeling sorry for these female prostitutes while saying that these 
women were underprivileged and thus felt like they had no way out when they found 
themselves, poor, homeless or hungry. We are told that they did what they had to do in 
order to get out of their situation by making fast cash. When a man finds himself 
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downtrodden, forgotten by society, homeless, hungry, (or even just depressed from having 
to work 50 hours per week just to have only enough money to afford rent and healthy food 
and only enough left over to then stare at the wall each night in boredom) he also 
sometimes turns to illegal means to better his situation. He might rob a store or a bank, 
start mugging people, start selling illegal drugs, steal identities, practice credit card fraud, or 
become a collector for loan sharks, etc. But he, unlike a woman, is rewarded with jail time 
instead of cheers for his illegal activity. Men already make up 93% of the prison population 
and receive 60% longer jail time than women for the same crimes across the board! Yet 
progressives now want to use the power of government to give women a nice safe, healthy, 
happy, controlled environment with the women completely in charge, so that they can 
safely earn a ton of money while exploiting men’s sexual needs and while getting out of 
their difficult situations. Men are bigger risk takers as well as more aggressive negotiators 
and this contributes to the so called ‘wage gap’ more than any sexist hiring practices do. As 
an example, aggressive negotiations could get you a better wage during a job interview. But 
this male psychological trait also leads to more men attempting illegal, sometimes violent 
ways, to earn money fast. It also leads more desperate men into gambling and so a higher 
percentage of men have their lives ruined by gambling than do women. In spite of trying to 
equalize everything else out, the government of Canada does nothing to try to reduce the 
number of men who ruin their lives with slot machines or other forms of gambling 
addictions including illegal gambling. But women are lucky enough to be on the 
advantageous side of the supply and demand aspect of sex and so they merely have to 
provide a sexual favor to make tons of cash. And of course our gynocentric society wants 
to legalize that for them. 

One day I was visiting my mother in the town where I grew up. I was driving my mother to 
the shopping mall and we saw this man who looked a little un-kept and dirty. My mother 
said, "That pig had it all at one time and now he is walking around from odd job to odd job 
trying to make ends meet because of what he tried to do when he worked with 
government." She went on to inform me that the man had had a relatively easy job which 
paid at least three times the minimum wage and also came with great benefits. He worked 
with the government and was in charge of determining the amounts of welfare money that 
would be received by clients depending on the situation in which they found themselves in, 
or something similar to that. According to Mom, the guy tried to obtain sexual favors from 
some single mothers by offering to get them more welfare money. Whether it was to cover 
their actual needs or just extra money for more cigarettes and alcohol I do not know. But 
regardless, he abused his position of power. I would agree that it was a very wrong thing for 
him to do but, since we mentioned the abuse of power, let's look a little deeper into who 
really has all the ‘power’ here. The single mothers whom the welfare worker tried to obtain 
sexual favors from still had their needs covered and still received whatever fair amounts of 
welfare they were legally entitled to regardless. Their lives could carry on as normal. In 
contrast, the former government worker had his career ruined and his life very negatively 
affected from that point on. People who know of what happened in that small town will 
avoid him and will not hire him for work or at least not for any good, well-paying jobs. 
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Regardless of how morally wrong his actions were, look at the very powerful tool and the 
very powerful advantage which women have regarding sex and sexuality. Look at what that 
man, just like many other men, was willing to risk solely to obtain sexual gratification from 
women. How is this not 'female privilege' and not a special advantage/opportunity that 
women have which men do not have? Who really held the most power here? 

Let’s explore this theme a little more. In order to do so, allow me to segue for a while here 
and then I will come back around to the selfish hypocrisy of progressives who push 
altruism and Marxism in some areas but not, hypocritically, in the realm of sexuality. 
Perhaps because they have listened to the speeches of left wing and/or Marxist politicians 
like Alexandria Ocasio Cortez and Bernie Sanders, there have been a lot of progressives 
recently posting and tweeting that only very selfish people are against wiping out student 
loan debt for everybody. Many are saying that, if your reasons for not wanting to erase 
student loans are that you had to work for decades while sacrificing your youth to pay yours 
off or that you don’t now have the same high paying job as somebody who acquired a 
better education while racking up the student loans, then you are a horribly selfish person. 
They expect everybody to behave completely altruistically in the financial realm and to put 
the happiness of everybody around them above their own desires and monetary/material 
aspirations. These socialist and/or Marxist progressives who want everything close to equal 
pay for everybody or at least want very close to the same living standards for everybody, 
regardless of what job or career they have, fail to remain consistent with their altruism and 
‘equality for all’ mantra when it comes to sexual needs, sexual desires, and straight males' 
mental health. They seem to attack the old patriarchal system constantly for allegedly 
making men’s lives happier and easier at the expense of female happiness and at the cost of 
female hard work and suffering. But the old patriarch was actually, ironically, ‘sexual 
socialism’. Our ancestors chose to make one-man-to-one-woman the norm and to make 
laws to encourage monogamy while creating social stigmas to discourage, even shame, the 
alternative, i.e., sexual liberation. There were a few reasons for these choices, but the list of 
reasons certainly did not include wanting to 'take women’s fun away'. It is in female nature 
to be hypergamous. Back in history, before patriarchal monogamy was embraced by a 
culture, there were often harems. Harems display female nature in its truest un-masked 
form. Even many of the most liberated, modern, educated, feminist, independent career- 
women that you can find today would quickly revert back to that nature if we ever had a 
World War 3 type of event or some other asteroid collision type of disaster which sent us 
back 200 years in development. This is especially true if there was anarchy and, therefore, 
physical protection and the provision of food and shelter became very important again. 

The nature of the male is to not be content with sharing women with other men. Society 
did not always have DNA paternity tests, and men who were going to invest much 
resources and time into a child wanted to be confident that the child was biologically theirs. 
This is why women committing adultery was considered worse than men doing it. It was 
not because of any alleged 'hatred' towards women, but merely common sense. Many 
women, on the other hand, would seamlessly, almost effortlessly become part of a harem 
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in a crisis situation. The mask of modern civilization worn by many a modern female 
citizen would quickly shatter if we suddenly were to go back to the Iron Age. A patriarchal 
monogamy helped bring about the needed cohesion and social cooperation for an empire 
or kingdom to increase in territory, might, stability, and wealth. A man had much more 
stake in a nation/kingdom if he had a family he could call his own and offspring to carry on 
his lineage. But before patriarchal monogamy, ten super resourceful, wealthy, super 
aggressive, or powerful men might impregnate fifty women between them and keep them 
as their own. This would leave a shortage of women for the other less dominant men and 
many beta men lived and died without ever being able to pass on offspring nor to obtain 
sexual pleasure. The resentment and jealousy which would result made it much harder for 
large scale cooperation including with large nation-wide projects and endeavors. Much 
more crime would result and more rape would occur. A “why should I care about the fate 
of the kingdom” attitude would understandably take hold in the minds of many of the left 
over single men. Prostitution would increase as well. When a woman was impregnated by a 
dominant man, to whom her nature would encourage her to throw herself at sexually, and 
that man suddenly lost interest or lost the resources to maintain her in his harem, then she 
would be left alone to care for a child and often not able to find a man who would take on 
this bastard child and its mother as his new responsibility. She would often turn to 
prostitution at this point. 

The genetic reality of women is revealed in the manner in which girls are usually more 
selective than men are when choosing partners for one-night-stand sexual encounters. Go 
to any bar/nightclub and you will see the same 20% of men taking most of the women 
home with them weekend after weekend. Women are simply more sexually attracted to the 
dominant, tall, aggressive man than the alternative. Men need to have 'game' and buy the 
right amount of drinks, and have the right head of hair, and go to the gym, and have 
money/status or else (unless he wants to be accused of rape because such huge amounts of 
alcohol are required to achieve his ends) he had better stick to long term relationships to 
fulfill his sexual needs. When a woman matures a bit and she is looking for security, to 
start a family, and not just for a fun sexual experience, then the nice, perhaps less attractive 
and less 'hot', but more stable guy becomes attractive to them as well. But when it's just for 
sex and nothing but sex, nature is very cruel and ‘un-socialist’. The vast majority of women 
only have to make sure that they keep their weight down to a reasonable healthy level and 
other than that they can pretty much pick any man any night of the week for a one-night- 
only sexual encounter. Unless a woman is in the bottom 10% of facial attractiveness with, 
say, rotten teeth and/or severe pus-oozing acne, then she can obtain random, no strings 
attached sex with average or better than average looking men with relative ease. She does 
not have to pay for any taxi cabs nor any drinks, nor does she have to sound intelligent or 
interesting like a man has to in order to obtain random no-strings-attached sex. Ironically, 
even though many socialists/Marxists label the patriarchy as archaic, misogynistic, and as a 
product of capitalism, in some ways it was actually a 'sexual activity socialism' which gave 
everybody an equal chance at gaining happiness, sex, companionship, and offspring. 
Unfortunately, many beta men get wealthy and use capitalism to step on the heads of 


11 



others while climbing the ladder to get rich in order to obtain sexual and/or reproductive 
access to women. This is done either through being a Sugar daddy, buying prostitutes, or 
finding a woman who already has kids from an alpha male and/or who is looking to get 
married for whatever reason. The beta males' biology alone could not give them this 
access. So of course men like this do not want to give up the only advantage they have, the 
financial advantage, especially when they have worked so hard to obtain these resources. It 
is the only way they can beat the 80% - 20% rule. If we did end up in a Marxist socialist 
society, would progressive alpha males then be willing to stop having sex with more than 
their fair share of women and to have only one woman so that all the betas can find one life 
time sex partner for themselves? No, they most likely would not. These progressive 
pseudo altruists who want their student loans erased, don’t usually care at all about the 
mental health of incels and beta males. 

Imagine the kind of future these progressives want complete with no families nor marriage. 
Imagine women walking around the office purposely wearing erotic clothing and flirting 
with their co-workers. Of course they would not be flirting with all co-workers, only the 
alpha males whom they have casual sex with from time to time. So is that situation 
supposed to promote harmony, cooperation, togetherness, socialism, equality, and 
happiness for all? Does anybody care how that would affect the psychosexual health of 
beta males and incels? They would have to daily watch these half-naked women tease them 
sexually while walking past their desks only to go and flirt with the alpha male, whom they 
fucked the night before and might fuck again that weekend, and all while having to work on 
the same projects as these sluts and alpha males. For goodness sake, even if somebody 
always brought tasty baked goods to the office and shared it with only some co-workers, 
then that much smaller thing would be enough to cause resentment and disunity right? 
Why do they think it is reasonable to ask betas and incels to take an active part in building 
their happy, equality filled world while also expecting them to live out their life with no 
sexual pleasure for themselves, no female companionship for themselves, and no children 
of their own? Do they think it is realistic to expect incels and betas to be happy and 
content to just play video games while others live the fulfilling lives and while beta tax 
dollars continue to pay for the results of other people’s fun and degeneracy? Why should 
incels and betas give a shit about others who financially struggle when those others don’t 
care about incels going from cradle to grave without ever knowing sexual intimacy, sexual 
pleasure, nor having a family or children? Most women won’t even care enough about the 
feelings of some men to do the bare minimum kind gesture and not purposely dress as 
erotically/revealing as possible in front of them when they know they are going to fuck their 
friends and co-workers and not them. They are fine with letting them suffer with the tease 
and denial everyday regardless of the damage to their psycho sexual health. 

On June 10, 2019, the Psychiatric Times featured an article entitled, "What Does ‘Rat 
Park’ Teach Us About Addiction?" The article was by Lloyd I. Sederer, MD. Dr. Sederer 
is Adjunct Professor, Department of Epidemiology, Columbia University Mailman School 
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of Public Health, Distinguished Psychiatrist Advisor to the New York State Office of 
Mental Health (OMH) and Director, Columbia Psychiatry Media. 

The article reads: 

— We owe to American psychologist, Dr. Bruce Alexander, the understanding that 
addiction is about far more than any drug. That a person, or animal in his studies, is an 
active ingredient in their interaction with a drug. To stand a chance of beating the opioid 
and other drug epidemics we have, we will be far better equipped if we follow his lead. 
Alexander’s experiments, in the 1970s, have come to be called the ‘Rat Park’. Researchers 
had already proved that when rats were placed in a cage, all alone, with no other 
community of rats, and offered two water bottles—one filled with water and the other with 
heroin or cocaine—the rats would repetitively drink from the drug-laced bottles until they 
all overdosed and died. Like pigeons pressing a pleasure lever, they were relentless, until 
their bodies and brains were overcome, and they died. But Alexander wondered: is this 
about the drug or might it be related to the setting they were in? To test his hypothesis, he 
put rats in “rat parks,” where they were among others and free to roam and play, to 
socialize and to have sex. And they were given the same access to the same two types of 
drug laced bottles. When inhabiting a “rat park,” they remarkably preferred the plain 
water. Even when they did imbibe from the drug-filled bottle, they did so intermittently, not 
obsessively, and never overdosed. A social community beat the power of drugs. I believe 
that the biggest problem with the powerful, ubiquitous psychoactive drugs (meaning those 
that work on our brains and minds), is that they are so effective. In immediate and 
powerful ways, they change how we feel, think, relate, and behave. Or transport us away 
from loneliness and isolation. That is why we use them! It is also why campaigns of “just 
saying no” are naive and ineffective, and why the dilemma of drug-taking, legal and illicit, 
has become one of the most dominant societal dilemmas we face in the 21st century. The 
rates of overdose deaths, especially but not only from opioids, in this country continue to 
climb. In my earlier article, I described how prescribing clinicians can help people stay 
alive—until they enter an effective, individually shaped, recovery program. This article 
means to convey that there is a totally low-tech way of enabling people with addiction to 
(figuratively) prefer to ingest water rather than addicting drugs. What we can do, a needed 
and effective approach, derives from what has Alexander taught us. Humans, not just rats, 
need to be part of a community, encouraged to relate and experience the support of 
others. This is about as basic a psychological truth as exists, yet does it find application in 
clinicians’ offices? --- 

So that article informs us that the rats who did not die from addiction and overdose were in 
a 'Rat Park where they were among other rats and free to roam and play, to socialize, and 
to have SEX. (emphasis added) Many left wingers, progressives, feminists, and Marxists cite 
Dr. Alexander's experiment as a way to show support to those struggling with addiction. 

But then they turn around and mercilessly attack incels and those men addicted to porn. 
They can see the social component of drug abuse and how loneliness and feelings of being 
disconnected make that problem much worse. Yet they refuse to see how much worse their 
behavior is making the lives of beta males and incels. These progressives insist that both 
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prostitution and filming porn be made and kept legal respectively. They insist that 
prostitutes and porn stars be glorified and they demand that a prostitute be renamed a 'sex 
worker' while they light hard against any kind of shaming of those women who create porn 
or sell sex. But then they simultaneously shame the lonely men who use their services and 
shame the men who watch porn. They make it seem like it is the fault of these lonely men 
for having a porn addiction and like the men are objectifying and oppressing women by 
consuming porn. Then if they are out in public, while purposely dressed as revealing and 
erotically as they can legally get away with, they attack lonely men who might stare for too 
many seconds at their erotic body parts. If a man dares to say anything sexually related to 
them, then they will react with anger and yelling or tell their boyfriend to physically attack 
the man. If a lonely man takes a picture for himself of one of these women in public in 
order to go home and masturbate to it, then these women will often call the police and try 
to have him arrested. All of this occurs while they are simultaneously quite content to help 
bring forth a society in which 20% of the men are fucking 80% of the women, and in which 
many men are left out of the sexual aspect of social connections altogether. If an incel begs 
a female co-worker to dress a little less revealing so that he does not have to involve his 
libido in every conversation or interaction with her (a reasonable request to make to a left 
wing woman who is allegedly caring, socially conscious, and socially responsible) then she 
reports him to human resources immediately instead of having compassion on the co¬ 
worker. 
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